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appearances, as things or objects, are determinable in a possible experi-
ence. As to the empirical criterion of this necessary persistence and with
it of the substantiality of appearances, however, what follows will give
us the opportunity to note what is necessary.”3

B.
Second Analegy.
<Principle of temperal sequence according to the law
of causality.>#7+

(I the first edition:]
Everything that happens (begins to be) presupposes some-
thing which it follows in accordance with a rule.

(n the second edition:]
<All alterations occur in accordance with the law of the
connection of cause and effect.>

Preef

<b(That all appearances of the temporal sequence are collectively only
alterations, i.e., a successive being and not-being of the determinations
of the substance that persists there, consequently that the being of the
substance itself, which succeeds its not-being, or its not-being, which
succeeds its being, in other words, that the arising or perishing of the
substance does not occur, the previous principle has shown. This could
also have been expressed thus: All change (succession) ef appear-
ances is only alteration; for the arising or perishing of substance are
not alterations of it, since the concept of alteration presupposes one and
the same subject as existing with two opposed determinations, and thus
as persisting. — After this preliminary reminder the proof follows.)

I perceive that appearances succeed one another, i.e., thata state of
things exists at one time the opposite of which existed in the previous
state. Thus [ really connect two perceptions in time. Now connection
is not the work of mere sense and intuition, but is here rather the prod-
uct of a synthetic faculty of the imagination, which determines inner
sense with regard to temporal relations. This, however, can combine
the two states in question in two different ways, so that either one or
the other precedes in time; for time cannot be perceived in itself, nor
can what precedes and what follows in objects® be as it were empirically
determined in relation? to it. I am therefore only conscious that my

4 In the first editon: “Principle of Generation.”

¢ The following two paragraphs were added in the sccond edition.
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imagination places one state before and the other after, not that the one
state precedes the ether in the ebject“ or, in ether werds, threugh the
mere perception the objective relation of the appearances thatare suc-
ceeding one another remains undetermined. Now in order for this to be
cognized as determined, the relation between the two states must be
thoughtin such a way thatit is thereby necessarily determined which ef
them must be placed befere and which after rather than vice versa. The
cencept, however, that carries a necessity of synthetic unity with it can
only be a pure concept of understanding, which doces not lic in the per-
ceptien, and that is here the cencept of the relation of cause and
effect, the fermer of which determines the latter in time, as its conse-
quence,’ and net as semething that ceuld merely precede in the imagi-
nation® (or net even be perceived atall). Therefere it is enly because we
subject the sequence of the appearances and thus all alteration to the
law of causality that experience itself, i.e., empirical cognition of them,
is possible; consequently they themscelves, as objects of experience, are
pessible only in accordance with this law.>

4The apprchension of the manifold of appearance is always sucees-
sive. The representations of the parts succeed one another. Whether
they alse succeed in the object is a secend point fer reflectien, which is
not contained in the first. Now one can, to be sure, call everything, and
cven every representation, insofar as one is conscious of it, an object;?
enly what this werd is te mean in the case ef appearances, not insofar
as they are (as representations) ebjects,” but rather only insofar as they
designate an object,f requires a deeper investigatien. Insofar as they are,
merely as representations, at the same time ebjects of conscieusness,
they do not differ from their apprehension, i.e., from their being taken
up inte the synthesis of the imagination, and one must therefore say
that the manifold of appearances is always successively generated in the
mind. If appearances were things in themselves, then ne human being

manifeld is combined in the object? Fer we have te do only with our
representations; how things in themselves may be (without regard to

* Objecte
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“ Although the text common to the twar editions resumes here, in his copy of the first edi-
tion Kant crussed out the next fourteen paragraphs, through A2e1/8246, suggesting
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he did not in the end undertake (F, po 34).
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representations through which they affect us) is entirely beyond our
cognitive sphere. Now although the appearances are not things in
themselves, and nevertheless are the enly thing that can be given to us
for cognition, I still have to show what sort of combination in time per-
tains te the manifeld in the appearances itself even though the repre-
sentation of it in apprehension is always successive. Thus, e.g., the
apprehension of the manifold in the appearance of a house that stands
before me 1s successive. Now the question is whether the manifold of
this house itself is also successive, which certainly ne ene will concede.
Now, however, as soon as I raise my cencept of an object to transcen-
dental significance, the house is net a thing in itself at all but only an
appearance, i.e., a representation, the transcendental object of which is
unknown; therefore what de I understand by the questien, how the
manifold may be combined in the appearance itself (which is yet neth-
ing in itself)? Here that which lies in the successive apprehension is
censidered as representation, but the appearance that is given to me, in
spite of the fact that it is nething more than a sum of these representa-
tions, is considered as their ebject, with which my cencept, which [
draw frem the representations ef apprehensien, is te agree. One quickly
sees that, since the agreement of cegnition with the object* is truth,
only the formal cenditions of empirical truth can be inquired after here,
and appearance, in contradistinction to the representations of appre-
hension, can thereby only be represented as the object? that is distinct
from them if it stands under a rule that distinguishes it from every other
apprehension, and makes one way of combining the manifold necessary.
That in the appearance which contains the condition of this necessary
rule of apprehension is the object.”

New let us proceed to our problem. That something happens, 1.e.,
that something or a state comes to be that previously was not, cannot
be empirically perceived except where an appearance precedes that does
not contain this state in igself; for a reality that would follow on an
empty time, thus an arising not preceded by any state of things, can be
apprehended just as little as empty time itself. Every apprehension of an
eccurrence is therefere a perception that fellews anether ene. Since
this is the case in all synthesis of apprehension, however, as I have
shown above in the case of the appearance of a house, the apprehensien
of an occarrence is not yet thereby distinguished from any other. Yet I
also note that, if in the case of an appearance that contains a happening
I call the preceding state of perception A4 and the following one B, then
B can only follow A4 in apprehension, but the perception 4 cannet fol-
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Section III. Systematic representation of all synthetic principles

low but only precede B. E.g., I see a ship driven downstream. My per-
ception of its position downstream follows the perception of its position
upstream, and it is impossible that in the apprehension of this appear-
ance the ship should first be pereeived downstream and afterwards up-
stream. The order in the sequence of the pereeptions in apprehension
is therefore here determined, and the apprehension is hound to it. In
the previous example of a house my perceptions could have begun at its
rooftop and ended at the ground, but could also have begun below and
ended ahove; likewise I could have apprehended the manifold of em-
pirical intuition from the right or from the left. In the series of these
perceptions there was therefore no determinate order that made it nec-
essarywhen I had to begin i n the apprehension in order te combine the
manifold empirically. But this rule is always to be found in the percep-
tion of that which happens, and it makes the order of perceptions that
follow onc another (in the apprehension of this appearance) necessary.

In our case I must therefore derive the subjective sequence of ap-
prehension from the objective sequence of appearances, for otherwise
the former would be entirely undetermined and no appearance would
be distinguished from any other. The former alone proves nothing
about the connection of the manifold in the object,? because it is en-
tircly arbitrary. This connection must therefore consist in the order of
the manifold of appearance in accordance with which the apprehension
of onc thing (that which happens) follows that of the other (which pre-
cedes) in accerdance with a rule. Onlytherebycan I be justified in say-
ing of the appearance itself, and not mercely of my apprchension, that a
sequence is to be encountered in it, which is to say as much as that I can-
not arrange the apprehension otherwise than in exactly this sequence.

In accordance with such a rule there must therefore lic in that which
in general precedes an occurrence the condition for a rule, in accor-
dance with which this occurrence always and necessarily follows; con-
versely, however, I cannot go back from the occurrence and determine
(through apprehension) what precedes. For no appearance goes hack
from the following point of time to the preceding one, but it is related
merely to some preceding point or other; on the contrary, the
progress from a given time to the determinately following one is neces-
sary. Hence, since there is still something that follows, I must necessar-
ily relate it to something clse in gencral that precedes, and on which it
follows in accordance with a rule, i.e., necessarily, so that the occur-
rence, as the conditioned, yields a secure indication of some condition,
but it is the latter that determines the occurrence.

If one were to suppose that nothing preceded an occurrence that it
must follow in accordance with a rule, then all sequence of pereeption
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would be determined solely in apprehension, i.c., merely subjectively,
but it would not thereby be objectively determined which of the per-
ceptions must really be the preceding one and which the succeeding
one. In this way we would have only a play of representations that
would not be related to any object® at all, i.c.,, by means of our percep-
tion no appearance would be distinguished from any other as far as the
temporal relation is concerned, since the succession in the apprehend-
ing is always the same, and there is therefore nothing in the appearance
that determines it so that a certain sequence is thereby made necessary
as objective. I would therefore not say that in appearance two states fol-
low onc another, but rather only that one apprehension follows the
other, which is something mercly subjective, and determines no ob-
ject, and thus cannot count as the cognition of any object (not even in
the appearance).

If, therefore, we experience that something happens, then we always
presupposc that something else precedes it, which it follows in accor-
dance with a rule. For without this I would not say of the object’ that it
follows, since the mere sequence in my apprehension, if it is not, by
mecans of a rule, determined in relation to something preceding, docs
not justify any sequence in the object.® Therefore 1 always make my
subjective synthesis (of apprehension) objective with respect to a rale in
accordance with which the appearances in their sequence, ic., as they
occur, are determined through the preceding state, and only under this
presupposition alone is the experienee of something that happens cven
possible.

To be sure, it scems as if this contradicts everything that has always
been said ahout the course of the use of our understanding, according
to which it is only through the perception and comparison of sequences
of many occurrences on preceding appearances that we are led te dis-
cover a rule, in accordance with which certain occurrences always fol-
low certain appearances, and are thereby first prompted to form the
concept of cause. On such a footing this concept would be merely em-
pirical, and the rule that it supplies, that everything that happens has a
cause, would be just as contingent as the experience itself: its universal-
ity and necessity would then be merely feigned, and would have no true
universal validity, since they would not be grounded @ prior7 but only on
induction. But the case is the same here as with other pure @ priori rep-
resentations (e.g., space and time) that we can extract as clear concepts
from experience only because we have put them into experience, and
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Section III. Systematic representation of all synthetic principles

experience is hence first brought about through them. Of course the
logical clarity of this representation of a rule determining the series of
occurrences, as that of a concept of cause, is only possible if we have
made use of it in experience, but a consideration of it, as the condition
of the synthetic unity of the appearances in time, was nevertheless the
ground of experience itself, and therefore preceded it @ priori.

It is therefore important to show by an example that even in expe-
rience we never ascribe sequence (of an occurrence, in which some-
thing happens that previously did not exist) to the object,” and
distinguish it from the subjective sequence of our apprehension, ex-
cept when a rule is the ground that necessitates us to ohserve this
order of the perceptions rather than another, indeed that it is really
this necessitation that first makes possible the representation of a suc-
cession in the object.?

We have representations in us, of which we can also become con-
scious. But let this consciousness reach as far and be as exact and pre-
cise as one wants, still there always remain only representations, i.e.,
inner determinations of our mind in this or that temporal relation. Now
how do we come to posit an ohject ¢ for these representations, or ascribe
to their subjective reality, as modifications, some sort of objective real-
ity? Objective significance cannot consist in the relation? to another
representation (of that which one would call the object), for that would
simply raise anew the question: How does this representation in tarn go
beyond itself and acquire objective significance in addition to the sub-
jective significance that is proper to it as a determination of the state of
mind? If we investigate what new characteristic is given to our repre-
sentations by the relation‘ to an object, and what is the dignity that
they thereby receive, we find that it does nothing heyond making the
combination of representations necessary in a certain way, and subject-
ing them to a rule; and conversely that objective significance is con-
ferred on our representations only insofar as a certain order in their
temporal relation is necessary.

In the synthesis of the appearances the manifold representations
always follow one another. Now by this means no object/ at all is rep-
resented; since through this sequence, which is common to all appre-
hensions, nothing is distinguished from anything else. But as soon as I
perceive or anticipate that there is in this sequence a relation? to the
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preceding state, frem which the representatien follows in accerdance
with a rule, I represent something as an oecurrence, or as something
that happens, i.c., I cognize an object that I must place in time in a de-
terminate position, which, after the preceding state, cannot be other-
wisc assigned to it. Thus

@EIESE But it can enly acquire its determinate temporal positien in this
relation threugh something heing presupposed in the preceding state
on which italways follews, i.e., follows in accordance with a rule: frem
which it results, first, that I cannot reverse the series and place that
which happens prier to that which it fellows; and, second, that if the
state that precedes is posited, than this determinate occurrence in-
cvitably and necessarily follows. Thereby does it come about that there
is an order ameng eur representations, in which the present ene (inse-
far as it has come te he) points te some preceding state as a cerrelate,
to he sure still undetermined, of this event that is given, which is, hew-
cever, determinately related to the latter, as its consequence, and neces-
sarily cennected with it in the temperal series.

Now if it is a necessary law of our sensibility, thus a formal condi-
tion ef all perceptiens, that the preceding time necessarily determines
the following time (in that I cannot arrive at the following time except
by passing through the preceding once), then it is also an indispensable
law of the empirical representation of the temporal series that the
appearances of the past time determine every existence in the following
time, and that these, as occurrences, do not take place except insofar as
the fermer determine their existence in time, i.e., establish it in accor-
dance with a rule. Fer only in the appearances can we empirically
cognize this continuity in the connection’ of times.

Understanding helongs to all experience and its pessibility, and the
first thing that it does fer this is not to make the representatien of the
objects distinct, but rather te make the representatien of an object pes-
sible at all. New this happens threugh its cenferring temperal erder en
the appearances and their existence by assigning to each of these, as a
consequence, a place in time determined a priori in regard to the pre-
ceding appearances, witheut which it weuld not agree with time itself,
which determines the position of all its parts a priors. Now this deter-
mination of pesitien cannet be herrewed from the relatien of the ap-
pearances to ahsolute time (for that is not an object of perception), but,
cenversely, the appearances themselves must determine their pesitions
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in time for each other, and make this determination in the temporal
order necessary, i.e., that which follows or happens must succeed that
which was contained in the previous state in accordance with a general
rule, from which arises a series of appearances, in which by means of the
understanding the very same order and constant connection” in the se-
ries of possible perceptions is produced and made necessary as would be
encountered 4 priori in the form of inner experience (time), in which all
perceptions would have to have their place.

That something happens, therefore, is a perception that belongs to a
possible experience, which becomes actual if I regard the position of the
appearance as determined in time, thus if I regard it as an object? that
can always be found in the connection® of perceptions in accordance
with a rule. This rule for determining something with respect to its
temporal sequence, however, is that in what precedes, the condition is
to be encountered under which the occurrence always (i.e., necessarily)
follows. Thus the principle of sufficient reason? is the ground of possi-
ble experience, namely the objective cognition of appearances with re-
gard to their relation in the successive series® of time.

The ground of proof of this proposition, however, rests solely on the
following moments. To all empirical cognition there belongs the syn-
thesis of the manifold through the imagination, which is always succes-
sive; L.e., the representations always follow each other in it. But the
order of the sequence (what must precede and what must follow) is not
determined in the imagination at all, and the series of successive/ rep-
resentations can he taken backwards just as well as forwards. But if this
synthesis is a synthesis of apprehension (of the manifold of a given ap-
pearance), then the order in the object$ is determined, or, to speak more
precisely, there is therein an order of the successive synthesis that de-
termines an object,? in accordance with which something would neces-
sarily have to precede and, if this is posited, the other would necessarily
have to follow. If, therefore, my perception is to contain the cognition
of an occurrence, namely that something actually happens, then it must
be an empirical judgment in which one thinks that the sequence is de-
termined, i.e., that it presupposes another appearance in time which it
follows necessarily or in accordance with a rule. Contrariwise, if I were
to posit that which precedes and the occurrence did not follow it nec-
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essarily, then I would have to hold it to be only a subjective play of my
imaginings, and if I still represented something objective by it 1 would
have to call it a mere dream. Thus the relation of appearances (as pos-
sible pereeptions) in accordance with which the existence of that which
succeeds (what happens) is determined in time necessarily and in ac-
cordance with a rule by something that precedes it, consequently the
relation of cause to effect, is the condition of the objective validity ef
our empirical judgments with regard to the series of perceptions, thus
of their empirical truth, and therefore of experience. Hence the princi-
ple of the causal relation in the sequence of appearances is valid fer all
objects of experience (under the conditions of succession), since it is it-
self the ground of the possibility of such an experience.

Here, however, there is a reservation that must be raised. The prin-
ciple of causal connection among appearances is, in our formula, lim-
ited to the succession? of them, although in the use of this principle it
turns out that it also applies to their accompaniment,® and cause and ef-
fect can be simultaneous. E.g., there is warmth in a room that is not to
be encountered in the outside air. I look around for the cause, and find
a heated stove. Now this, as the cause, is simultancous with its effect,
the warmth of the chamber; thus here there is no succession® in time
between cause and effect, rather they are simultaneous, yet the law still
holds. The majority of efficient causes? in nature are simultaneous with
their cffects, and the temporal scquence of the latter is occasioned only
by the fact that the cause cannot achieve its entire effect in one instant.
But in the instant in which the effect firstarises, it is always simultanc-
ous with the causality of its cause, since if the cause had ceased to be an
instant before then the effect would never have arisen. Here one must
note that it is the order of time and not its lapse that is taken account
of; the relation remains even if no time has clapsed. The time between
the causality of the cause and its immediate effect can be vanishing
(they can therefore be simultancous), but the temporal relation of the
onc to the other still remains determinable. If I consider a ball that lies
on a stuffed pillow and makes a dent in it as a cause, it is simultaneous
with its effect. Yet I still distinguish the two by means of the temporal
relation of the dynamical connection. For if I lay the ball on the pillow
the dent follows its previously smooth shape; but if (for whatever rea-
son) the pillow has a dent, a leaden ball does not follow it.

The temporal sequence is accordingly the only empirical criterion of
the effect in relation® to the causality of the cause that precedes it. The
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glass is the cause of the rising of the water above its horizontal plane,
though both appearances are simultancous. For as soon as I draw the
water into the glass from a larger vessel, something follows, namely the
alteration of the horizontal state which the water had there into a con-
cave state that it assumes in the glass.

This causality leads to the concept of action, this to the concept of
force, and thereby to the concept of substance.?s Since I will not crowd
my critical project, which concerns solely the sources of synthetic 2 pri-
ori cognition, with analyses that address merely the elucidation (not the
amplification) of concepts, I leave the detailed discussion of these con-
cepts to a future system of pure reason — especially since one can already
find such an analysis in rich measure even in the familiar textbooks of
this sort. Yet I cannot leave untouched the empirical criterion of a sub-
stance, insofar as it seems to manifest itself better and more readily
through action than through the persistence of the appearance.

Where there is action, consequently activity and force, there is also
substance, and in this alone must the seat of this fruitful source of ap-
pearances be sought. That is quite well said; but if one would explain
what one understands by substance, and in so doing avoid a vicious cir-
cle, then the question is not so easily answered. How will one infer di-
rectly from the action to the persistence of that whichacts, which isyet
such an essential and singular characteristic of the substance (phaenome-
non)? Yet given what we have already said, the solution of the question
is not subject to such a difficulty, though after the usual fashion (pro-
ceeding merely analytically with its concepts) it would be entirely insol-
uble. Action already signifes the relation of the subject of causality to the
effect. Now since all effect consistsin that which happens, consequently
in the changeable, which indicates succession in time, the ultimate sub-
ject of the changeable is therefore that which persists, as the substra-
tum of everything that changes, i.e., the substance. For according to the
principle of causality actions are always the primary ground of all
change of appearances, and therefore cannot lic in a subject that itself
changes, since otherwise further actions and another subject, which de-
termines this change, would be required. Now on this account action, as
a sufficient empirical criterion, proves substantiality without it being
necessary for me first to seek out its persistence through compared per-
ceptions, a way in which the completeness that is requisite for the quan-
dty® and strict universality of the concept could not be attained. For that
the primary subject of the causality of all arising and perishing cannot
itsclf arisc and perish (in the ficld of appearances) is a certain inference,
which leads to empirical necessity and persistence in existence, conse-
quently to the concept of a substance as appearance.
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. If something happens, the mere arising, without regard to that whick
comes to be, is already in itself an object of investigation. It is already
necessary to investigate the transition from the non-being of a state t
this state, assuming that this state contained no quality in the appear-
ance. This arising concerns, as was shown in section A,* not the sub-
stance (for that does not arise), but its state. It is therefore merely
alteration, and not an origination out of nothing. If this origination is
regarded as the effect of a foreign cause, then it is called creation, which
cannot be admitted as an occurrence among the appearances, for its
possibility alone would already undermine the unity of experience,
though if 1 consider all things not as phenomena but rather as things in
themselves and as objects of mere understanding, then, though theyare
substances, they can be regarded as dependent for their existence en a
foreign cause; which, however, would introduce entirely new meanings
for the words and would not apply to appearances as possible objects of
experience.

Now how in general anything can be altered, how it is possible that
upon a state in one point of time an opposite one could follow in the
next — of these we have 2 piieri not the least concept. For this acquain-
tance with actual forces is required, which can only be given empiri-
cally, e.g., acquaintance with moving forces, or, what comes to the same
thing, with certain successive appearances (as motions) which indicate
such forces. But the form of such an alteration, the condition under
which alone it, as the arising of another state, can occur (whatever the
content, i.e., the state, thatis altered might be), consequently the suc-
cession of the states itself (that which has happened), can still be cen-
sidered a piiori according to the law of causality and the conditiens of
time.*

If a substance passes out of a state 4 into another state 4, then the
point in time of the latter is different from the pointin time of the first
state and follows it. Likewise the second state as a reality (in the ap-
pearance) is also distinguished from the first, in which it did not yet
exist, as & is distinguished from zero; i.e., if the state 4 differs from the
state 2 even only in magnitude, then the alteration would be an arising
of b-a, which did not existin the prior state, and with regard to which
the latter = 0.

* Note well that I am not talking about the alteration of certain relations? in
general, but rather of the alteration of the state. Hence if a body is moved un:-
formly, chen it dees net alcer its state (of motion) ac all, altheugh it does if its

motion increases or diminishes.

« ‘[hat is, in the “First Analogy.”
* Relatienen

314


McLear

McLear


Section [I1. Systematic representatien ef all synthetic principles

The question therefore arises, how a thing passes from one state =
inte another one = 4. Between two instants there is always a time, and
between twe states in those instances there is always a difference that
has a magnitude (for all parts of appearances arc always in turn magni-
tudes). Thus every transition from onc state into another happens in a
time that is contained between twe instants, of which the fermer deter-
mines the state from which the thing preceeds and the second the state
at which it arrives. Both are therefore boundaries of the time of an al-
teration, consequently of the intermediate state between twe states, and
as such they beleng te the whele alteratien. Now every alteratien has a
cause, which manifests its causality in the entire time during which the
alteration proceeds. Thus this cause does not preduce its alteration sud-
denly (all at once er in an instant), but rather in a time, se that as the
time increases from the initial instant 2 to its completion in 5, the mag-
nitude of the reality (b—2) is alse generated threugh all the smaller de-
grees that are contained between the first and the last. All alteratien is
therefore pessible enly threugh a continueus action ef causality, which,
insofar as it is uniform, is called a mement. The alteratien dees net con-
sist of these mements, but it is generated through them as their effect.

That s, now, the law of the centinuity ef all alteratien, the greund of
which is this: That neither timenor appearance in time consists of small-
est parts, and that nevertheless in its alteration the state of thing passes
through all these parts, as clements, to its sccond state. Ne difference
of the real in appearance is the smallest, just as no difference in the
magnitude of times is, and thus the new state of reality grows out of the
first, in which it did not exist, through all the infinite degrees of reality,
the differences between which are all smaller than that between ¢ and 4.

Whatutility this proposiion may have in rescarch into nature does
net cencern us here. But how such a prepositien, which seems te am-
plify eur cegnitien of nature so much, is possible cempletely a priors,
very much requires eur scrutiny, even theugh it is ebvieus that it is real
and cerrect, and ene might therefore believe eneself to be relieved of
the questien how it is possible. Fer there are so many unfeunded pre-
sumptions ef the amplification of our cognition threugh pure reason
that it must be adopted as a general principle to be distrustful of them
all and not to belicve and aceept even the clearest dogmatic proof of this
sort of proposition without documents that could provide a well-
grounded deduction.

All growth of empirical cognitions and every advance in perception is
nothing but an amplification of the determinatien of inner sense, i.e., a
progress in time, whatever the ebjects may be, either appearances or
purc intuitions. This progress in time determines everything, and is not
itsclf determined by anything further: i.e., its parts arc only in time, and
given through the synthesis of it, but they are not given hefore it. For
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this reason every transition in perception to something that follows in
time is a determination of time through the generation of this percep-
tion and, since that is always and in all its parts a magnitude, the gener-
ation of a perception as a magnitude through all degrees, of which none
is the smallest, from zero to its determinate degree. It is from this that
the possibility of cognizing a priorz a law concerning the form of alter-
ations becomes obvious. We anticipate only our own apprehension, the
formal condition of which, since it is present in us prior to all given ap-
pearance, must surely be able to be cognized a priori.

In the same way, then, that time is the a priori sensible condition of the
possibility of a continuous progress of that which exists to that which fol-
lows it, the understanding, by means of the unity of apperception, is the
a prieri condition of the possibility of a continuous determination ef all
positions for the appearances in this time, through the series of causes
and effects, the former of which inevitably draw the existence of the lat-
ter after them and thereby make the empirical cognition of temporal re-
lations (universally) valid for all time, thus objectively valid.

C.
Third Analogy.
<Principle of simultaneity, according to the law of
interaction, or comiunity.>*

[n the first edition:|
All substances, insofar as they are simultaneous, stand in
thoroughgoing community (i.e., interaction with one another).

[{n the second edition:]
<All substances, insofar as they can be perceivedin space as
simultaneous, are in thoroughgoing interacdon.>?%

Proof

b<Things are simultaneous if in empirical intuition the perception of
one can follow the perception of the other reciprocally (which in the
temporal sequence of appearances, as has been shown in the case of the
second principle, cannot happen). Thus I can direct my perception first
to the moon and subsequently to the earth, or, conversely, first to the
earth and then subsequently to the moon, and on this account, since the
perceptions of these objects can follow each other reciprocally, I say that
they exist simultaneously. Now simultaneity is the existence of the man-
ifold at the same time. But one cannot perceive time itself and thereby

4 In the first edition: “Principle of cemmunity.”
# This paragraph added in the second edition.
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